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Introduction

1.

My name is Andrew Cockburn Caddie. | am, and have been, the President of
the Kenepuru and Central Sounds Residents Association (KCSRA) for six
years and a committee member since 2010.

The purpose of this statement is to set out KCSRA's involvement in this process
(for the best part of a decade) with the objective of seeking the implementation
of a fair, efficient and equitable Coastal Occupation Charging (COC) regime.

In terms of my professional background | hold two tertiary qualifications - a
Bachelor of Forestry Science and a LLB, both from Canterbury University. |
was a forester for several years with the then NZ Forest Service and a national
forestry-consulting firm. Following a period of OE | obtained my LLB and
practiced law as a commercial solicitor for a number of years at various large
national legal firms. | am now retired and reside in Blenheim.

KCSRA

4.

KCSRA was incorporated in 1991 and currently has around 300 household
members who live full time or part time in the Kenepuru and Pelorus Sounds.
KCSRA'’s objects include, among others, to coordinate dealings with central
and local government and represent members on matters of interest to them.

In fulfilling this remit KCSRA has been engaged in a wide variety of matters
such as seeking to maintain the integrity and resilience of the local road
network, and the upgrade or provision of local infrastructure such as jetties and
public toilet facilities.

Over the years of particular interest to members has been the preservation and
safeguarding of the integrity, resilience and functioning of the unique and iconic
coastal environment making up the Marlborough Sounds. By way of example,
when KCSRA became aware that the Sounds treasured scallop shellfish
resource was under threat from excessive commercial fishing it joined with
other concerned local organisations and successfully advocated for central
government to close the fishery and establish a Working Group to develop a
recovery strategy.

The environmental impact of the marine aquaculture industry came into sharp
focus for KCSRA with the proposal by New Zealand King Salmon to
significantly increase the number of its marine farm sites by way of a plan
change to the Marlborough Sounds Resource Management Plan. KCSRA
actively participated in the resultant Board of Inquiry.

Contemporaneously, members were also becoming concerned at expanding
occupation of bays and stretches of water within the Kenepuru and Pelorus
Sounds by shellfish marine farming. KCSRA has joined with other concerned
local organisations to raise particular concerns over certain marine farm
applications within these waters.

However, we have learnt that resource consent hearings are expensive, time
consuming and often attempting to address concerns in a piecemeal fashion.
Accordingly, we resolved to participate in the development of the policy
framework for the Marlborough Sounds coastal marine area via the
Marlborough Environment Plan review process.



Council Consultation Report - 2014

10.

11.

In mid-2014 the Marlborough District Council (Council), as part of gearing up
for the impending review of its RMA planning framework, released for public
comment two reports. One sought comment on a proposed framework for
marine farming within the Marlborough Sounds; and the second a proposed
framework to Introduce Coastal Occupation Charges.

Mr Hawes evidence for the Council briefly records that KCSRA formally
responded on the COC document. However, as KCSRA spent considerable
time and effort in reviewing and formally submitting on both these documents
some further detail is appropriate. Clearly however it is the latter document that
is of particular relevance to this proceeding.

KCSRA response to Council’s COC Consultation Report

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.

After review of the Council’s consultation report proposing a framework for
Coastal Occupation Charges and the underlying source documents (the Boffa
Miskel report of 1999 and the Executive Finesse Report of 2013) the KCSRA
Committee considered that there appeared to be a number of inadequacies
and inequities in the proposed COC regime and that a significant formal
response was required.

Our first step was to prepare an explanatory note to circulate to members and
seek their feedback on various questions/prompts in that note. That response
was overwhelming negative to the appropriateness of introducing occupation
charges for moorings, jetties and boatsheds.

As Mr Hawes notes in his evidence there were concerns raised about the
Council’s consultants approach to arriving at the net public v’s private benefit
assessment. In particular, members raised the concern that a commercial
marine farm operation would generate a net lower private benefit than a private
mooring.

Members also raised concerns as to the lack of equity and fairness between
commercial and private occupiers. With the area-based approach taken by
Council applied to different types of occupation, it became apparent to
members that Council was proposing that private moorings would be charged
on an area rate that was considerably in excess of marine farms.

There was also concern expressed that the role and place of jetties in the
Sounds had not been correctly understood

In due course we prepared and submitted a formal submission expanding on
the issues and attaching as an appendix the explanatory note circulated to
KCSRA members.

In that submission a major criticism was the reliance by Council on the work of
Boffa Miskel and Executive Finesse for the proposed COC regime. This was
because, after analysis ,we formed the view their approach, methodology and
outcomes were not supportable.

Mr Hawes suggests (para 54) in his evidence that the public were confused
about the purpose of COC’s. From KCSRA's perspective, | beg to differ. In both
the KCSRA explanatory note to members and our formal submission KCSRA
was very clear that any occupational charges so collected could be used to
assess, monitor and address the cumulative ecological impacts of intensive
marine farming in the sheltered, low flush waters of the Sounds. | note that this



purpose has now been incorporated into the proposed Marlborough
Environment Plan through Variation 1.

20.1 attach a copy of the KCSRA 2014 submission as Appendix One to this
statement.

Notification of proposed Marlborough Environment Plan (pMEP) — 2016

21. As noted, KCSRA was committed to engaging in a substantive manner in the
plan review process, while bearing in mind the limited resources available to a
community organisation such as KCSRA. To this end various priorities were
established and the work of reviewing and responding to the pMEP parceled
out among committee members.

22. Accordingly, for administrative ease, we made a number of separate
submissions on various pMEP topics. In the KCSRA August 2016 submission
titled “Miscellaneous” KCSRA covered, fairly briefly but directly, the key points
of concern with the proposals relating to coastal occupation charges for private
occupiers and referenced back to our detailed submission of 2014.

23. As it is referred to by Mr Hawes, | make the observation that at this stage
KCSRA was looking for clarity, certainty and fairness in the coastal occupation
charges regime and for the charges to be set out in the pMEP rather than set
through the Annual Plan process. As this issue has moved on and been the
subject of more detailed scrutiny, we now understand that some flexibility in
setting state of the environment annual monitoring budgets for the coastal
marine area is not only desirable, but essential if sustainability concerns within
the coastal environment are to be adequately addressed. This has been
reinforced through the introduction of Variation 1 (Marine Farming), which
acknowledges the paucity of monitoring information on cumulative effects of
expanded shellfish farming within the enclosed waters of the Marlborough
Sounds.

24. KCSRA is mindful of its small volunteer resource base and has always been
open to working with other like-minded local and community groups on issues
concerning the preservation and sustainability of the natural environment.

25. Accordingly, KCSRA has worked closely and supportively with the Clova Bays
Residents’ Association and Guardians of the Sounds (the Associations) on
matters concerning the issue of a fair, efficient and equitable coastal
occupation charge regime.

Further Submissions - 2017

26. Subsequently, KCSRA reviewed the appellants’ submission and prepared and
made a further submission on the same as it concerned this topic (and other
matters).

27. The presumption from the aquaculture industry that its agreement might be
forthcoming if among other things the activity of marine farming was granted
controlled activity status and that it was entitled to a say as to how any COC
monies so collected were to be spent in promoting the sustainable
management of the coastal marine area was seen by KCSRA as inappropriate.

The Hearing - 2018

28.In due course we prepared a hearing statement and in December 2018
presented to the Hearing Panel on this topic. Among other things we expanded
our concerns about leaving the determination of charges to the Annual Plan
Process.



29.

30.

Our preference was that a fair, efficient and equitable regime be set out in the
plan. The approach taken by Executive Finesse did not in our view meet that
standard. Rather it seemed to KCSRA to be an approach of working backwards
to arrive at a share that might be acceptable to the Council and marine farmers.
Whilst we felt a fair apportionment between ratepayers and marine farmers
should be more like 30/70 we were open to a flat fee of $30 for a mooring, jetty
of boat shed.

We also supported the section 42A report writers recommendation that the
marine farmers demand to have a direct say in the use of charges be declined.

Decision of the pMEP hearing Panel - 2020

31.

32.

33.

In February of 2020 the pMEP Hearing Panel released its decision. | attended
the formal release of the decision and can say that | personally was influenced
by the plea from the Chair of the Panel that it would be desirable for the
community to accept the outcomes and get on with bedding this new plan in.

Certainly in respect of this topic we took the view that it was unfortunate that
COC'’s were still to be determined via the Annual Plan process. However, we
were heartened by the Panel not agreeing to the marine farm industry demand
for some sort of consultative body as to how monies collected would be spent.
Accordingly, overall we felt we could /should live with the decision of the Panel
on this topic.

As indicated earlier, KCSRA now has a better understanding of the need for
flexibility in setting the appropriate state of the environment monitoring budgets
for the coastal environment.

Appeals on the pMEP

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

The pMEP decision generated a large number of appeals. Having substantively
engaged in this already long running process KCSRA carefully assessed the
appeals.

The appellants appeal, among other things, proposed significant changes to
the Hearing Panel’s decision as it related to COC'’s.

In essence as KCSRA saw it the appellants wanted the methodology and
outcomes of the Boffa Miskel and Executive Finesses work to be adopted
within the pMEP with the added requirement that they have a say in how
monies collected might be spent by Council on the sustainable management
of the coastal marine area. From the KCSRA point of view we seemed to be
back to square one.

Accordingly, in June 2020 KCSRA joined in as section 274 party in opposition
to, among other things, the relief sought by the appellants re Coastal
Occupation Charges.

We have been unable to resolve the concerns we have with the relief sought
by the appellants. A major factor has been the lack of any appropriate basis for
the differential in COC’s sought by the appellants as between different types of
marine area occupation. In our view this has highlighted a lack of clarity that in
determining the level of COC’s regard should be given to the area occupied
and how such area should be consistently calculated. Accordingly, the
Associations proposed an alternative Appendix 28 (with a link to Policy 13.20.7
(c)) that clarifies this aspect®. Further, the concerns of KCSRA as to the probity

! See the Associations two memoranda to the Court dated 16 June and 24 July respectively.



of the relief sought by the aquaculture industry have been accentuated by the
release of Variation 1 to the pMEP, and the decisions on Variation 1.

39. In this regard, | refer to the evidence of Dr Taylor for the appellants concerning
the effects of intensive marine farming in the Marlborough Sounds. The
Hearing panel for pMEP Variation 1 Marine Farming, after hearing evidence
from both aquaculture interests and the likes of the Associations, thought it
desirable to insert a new policy - Policy 13.22.1.

40. This policy acknowledges the information gaps around the cumulative effects
of intensive marine farming and in order to address these gaps directs Council
to develop a state of the environment programme to monitor and assess the
cumulative water column effects of marine farming in the enclosed waters of
the Marlborough Sounds.

41. Mr Wells’ evidence for the appellants quite rightly discusses the issue of the
loss of significant volumes of non-biodegradable material (plastics) from marine
farms. This issue has been and continues to be an issue of significant concern
and distress to many in the Sounds.

42. The Variation 1 Hearing Panel, after hearing evidence from both aquaculture
interests and the likes of the Associations thought it appropriate to make
various changes to Objective 13.23, Policy 13.23.2 and insert a new method
13.M.42 to more squarely address the issue of avoiding these
discharges/losses. Whilst the Panel was encouraged by the efforts of the
industry to minimize this type of adverse impact from marine farming it did note
that the issue may need to be addressed by Council in the future if monitoring
showed these efforts were not successful.?

43. In the Associations’ view, these new policy developments arising from Variation
1 illustrate the desirability of assessing the needs of providing for sustainable
coastal management on an annual review basis rather than fixing an annual
amount based on expenditure in 2013.

Andrew Caddie
20 November 2023

2 See paragraphs 368 to 381 of the Decision and Report of the pMEP : Variation 1 Marine
Farming.



Appendix One

Copy of the 2014 KCSRA Submission to Council - The Proposed Framework for
Coastal Occupation Charges.



Kenepuru & Central Sounds

Residents Assocﬁaﬁon Inc.

Kenepuru & Central Sounds Residents Association Inc.

Manager, Review of Marlborough RPS/RM Plans Ross Withell
Attn: Pere Hawes (President)
Marlborough District Council Kenepuru road
PO Box 443
Blenheim 7240 RD 2
Email: rpsreview@marlborough.govt.nz Picton 7282
18 Aug 2014
Dear Sir

Kenepuru and Central Sounds Residents’ Association
Submission on Proposed Framework for Coastal Occupation Charges

I write in my capacity as Chair of the Kenepuru and Central Sounds Residents’
Association Inc.

1. Introduction

1.1 The Association was established in 1991 and currently has 260 household
members whose residents live full time or part time in the Kenepuru and
Pelorus Sounds. The Association’s objects include, among others, to
coordinate dealings with central and local government and promote the
interests of residents of Kenepuru Sound and adjacent areas and to promote
and act in the best interests of residents, ratepayers and persons associated
with the Kenepuru and Central Sounds area. AGMs of the Association are
well attended.

1.2 On 1 July 2014 the Marlborough District Council (“Council”) released for
public consultation its proposed framework to introduce coastal occupation
charges. The Committee of the Association reviewed and discussed this
document at some length. The supporting papers referred to in that

Kenepuru & Central Sounds Residents Association Inc.

President Ross Withell withell@clear.net.nz

Vice President Adrian Harvey mountstokes@xtra.co.nz
Vice President Andrew Caddie andrew.caddie@xtra.co.nz
Secretary

Treasurer Stefan Schulz kcsra@pws.co.nz
Chairman Roading Committee Robin Bowron info@thenikaus.co.nz
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2.1

3.1

3.2

document were also reviewed by the Committee. In due course it was decided
to prepare and circulate an explanatory note to our members briefly
explaining the proposal and seeking feedback on the above. A copy of that
note is attached to this submission as Schedule 1.

For many of our members without road access, having a mooring or a jetty is
pretty much a fact of life, not unlike a parking space outside your typical
urban house. It is fair to say that the response from members (both in writing
and informally) was overwhelmingly negative. Our members rejected the
proposition that holders of resource consents for moorings, jetties and boat
sheds should be required to pay a fee for their occupation of the coastal
marine area.

Structure of Submission

We have structured the balance of this submission as follows:

A brief discussion as to why our members have rejected coastal occupation
charges for moorings, jetties and boat sheds with an alternative funding
proposal — see paragraph 3;

Whilst the members of the Association are strongly opposed to the
proposal to introduce coastal occupation charges for moorings, jetties and
boat sheds, the Association acknowledges that nonetheless the Council may
decide to push through occupation charges for such fixtures. Accordingly,
we make comments and submissions as to what we perceive as inadequacies
and inequities inherent in the proposed regime of charges for such fixtures —
see paragraph 4;

A comment on the opportunity to clarify the nature of the rights of mooring
holders in the reviewed RPS/RM Plans as being exclusive to the consent
holder — see paragraph 5.

No Occupation Charges for Moorings, Jetties or Boat Sheds

Our members expressed a number of reasons as to why there should be no
such charges and we outline some of these below.

Breach of Faith by Council: Some of our members were quite clear as to
their recollection that a decade or so ago, the Council first raised the spectre
of annual occupation charges for moorings, jetties and boat sheds. Following
discussion with ratepayers, the Council agreed it would not pursue this path.
Accordingly, this proposal is seen as a gross breach of trust. A former
President of the Association (Mr. G Clarke) has confirmed that he was
present when such an undertaking in relation to moorings was given. The



3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

Association submits the proposed regime for moorings should be rejected
on this basis alone.

Jetties: Members expressed concern that the Council and its consultants have
failed to adequately understand and recognise the importance of the transport
link and use by the public (travelling boaties) of “private jetties” in the
Sounds. The Association understands that the Council is of the view that, at
law, the public can, so long as they do not impede the jetty owner’s own use
of the jetty, use that structure to offload/pick up passengers. In other words,
the public appears not to have to ask permission or pay for the use of these
structures.

In order to put a “private” jetty in place, the applicant must obtain resource
consent, engage an engineer, construct and then maintain the jetty. At regular
intervals, the jetty consent holder must arrange and pay for an engineer’s
inspection report as to safety and other matters for all users. Understandably,
our members reject the notion that on top of all of this, they should pay an
annual charge as if it was an exclusive use. Rather, jetty owners should
receive better recognition of the service they are freely providing for all in
the Sounds. In addition, hundreds of tourists visit the Sounds on the mail boat
every year and the handing over of the mailbag to Sounds’ residents on their
jetty is a huge part of that tourist experience.

The Problem Being Addressed: The Association accepts as per our
explanatory note to members, there is a clear need to start filling the large
scientific holes in terms of our knowledge of the negative impacts of marine
farming of all types in the Sounds. It is clear to the Association that what
emerged from the King Salmon Board of Inquiry (to our extreme surprise)
was that we know little about the hydrological dynamics of the Sounds. This
view has been reinforced recently by an independent RMA Commissioner
(see the decision in U130797).

As a result of at least a decade of oversight/neglect it is clear the Council is
well behind in terms of properly discharging and fulfilling its guardianship
duties and statutory obligations under the Resource Management Act
(“RMA”) in terms of its scientific understanding and monitoring of the
negative impacts of marine farming in the Sounds.

In other words, the source of the problem and the need to fund catch-up
scientific and associated projects can largely be attributed to the burgeoning
marine farm industry in the Sounds. Accordingly it should come as no
surprise that a number of our members expressed outrage that consent holders
of moorings, jetties and boat sheds should be looked to as a source of funding,
given that they have made little or no contribution to the main problem. The
Association submits that the proposed occupation charges for these fixtures
should be rejected on this basis.

Alternative Funding Proposal: Currently the proposal splits the source of

funding 25% from the community, 25% from the likes of mooring consent
holders and the balance from the marine farming industry. The Association

10



3.9

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

submits that the source of the funding is more equitably split between the
marine farming sector and the community on a 70/30 basis. This
acknowledges that the community (ratepayers) gains a clear benefit in all
sorts of ways from the “jewel in the crown” that an environmentally
sustainable Sounds represents. At the same time, it acknowledges the primary
source of the problem.

Production Based: The Association understands from the Executive Finesse

Ltd report that the Council has wide discretion as to how coastal occupation
charges are determined and applied. Rather than use the blunt instrument of
an area basis, the Association submits the levy payable by the marine
farming sector should be calculated on a production (tonnage) basis.

Submissions on the Proposed Charging Regime

As noted above, our members reject the proposed occupation charging regime

for non-commercial fixtures in the coastal marine area such as moorings,
jetties and boat sheds. However, should the Council decide nevertheless to
proceed with an occupational charging regime, we identify below a number
of failings we see with the proposed charging regime.

Equity Between Users: The Council’s consultants have taken an area-based
approach to their proposed charging regime. Thus for a mooring, an average
swing radius of 28 metres was assumed and from this the total area
“occupied” by the 2,831 moorings was calculated — 7.93 hectares. Then using
the net private benefit calculation, a percentage of the proposed annual
expenditure budget was allocated to moorings. However, on an area basis
(divide the anticipated expenditure allocation of $124,800 by the area),
private moorings are being charged out at an equivalent of $15,700 per
hectare. This contrasts with marine farms. Marine farms are said to occupy
an area of 4,295 hectares. On a per hectare basis, this equates to just $116
(the anticipated expenditure allocation of $499,200 divided by the area).

To look at this from another angle, you could say that a mooring (swing or
pile) is equivalent to the various anchor points underneath a mussel farm. In
a recent application for a mussel farm that the Association made a submission
on, the surface area involved was approximately 9 hectares. Based on the
design plan supplied by the applicant, the configuration required 40 seabed
anchor points. Under the proposed charging regime, a mussel farm with that
surface area would pay $1,200 per annum. However, the mooring consent
holder with 40 moorings (or anchor points) would pay $2,200 per annum.

In short, the Association submits that the proposed charging regime for
moorings is excessive and should be reduced to $30 per annum.
Alternatively, for equity reasons, the annual charging fee proposed for mussel
farms needs to be doubled.

Public Versus Private Benefit: The Council in its consultation document
refers to two reports it had prepared on this topic by consultants. One of these
reports (a report prepared back in 1999) the Council referred to as

11



4.6

4.7

5.1

“historical”, setting out earlier assessments of why the Council proposed to
introduce a charging regime. However, the second consultant (Executive
Finesse Ltd) was of the view that this report was still relevant and in particular
adopted the early approach to setting public/private benefits. Unfortunately
this approach is a key reason as to why the inequities between users (e.g.
marine farms/mooring consent holders) are so marked.

For some reason (lost in the mists of time), the first set of consultants was
able to arrive at the conclusion that the net private benefit for a mooring
consent holder was greater than for a marine farmer. Each party uses the
coastal marine area but the marine farmer uses it and the water column for a
profit motive. The mooring consent holder may use it on a periodic basis but
the marine farmer uses it on a continual basis (24/7) for the express purpose
of taking a product to market. The Association cannot accept that this
somehow results in a greater private benefit to a mooring consent holder than
to a marine farmer. The Association submits that the proposed charging
regime is fundamentally flawed in that it results in an excessive charge to the
likes of mooring and jetty owners and should be reviewed downwards by a
factor of two (halved).

Increases in Charges: A number of members raised legitimate concerns that
the category of proposed uses for revenue collected was vague and liable to
unchecked increases. In particular, the reference to “formal RMA planning
and strategic planning” should come out of general rates rather than a special
charge. The Council’s consultation document is silent as to how the Council
will contain or prevent charge creep. The Association submits that the
Council needs to do further work as to precisely what the monies collected
will be used for. As a point of principle this should be project based as
opposed to general administration/planning. The Association recommends
the Council speedily commission studies for Beatrix, Kauauroa, Clova,
Horseshoe and Crails Bays where marine farming is already at or beyond
acceptable limits in terms of ecological cumulative impacts to say nothing of
the adverse cumulative effects on natural character, landscape, public access,
recreation and navigational perspectives.

Confirming the Rights of Mooring Consent Holders

In the course of preparing this submission, the Association became aware of
a potential anomaly in the rights of a mooring consent holder. A mooring
consent holder must pay for the costs of applying for his/her consent, install
the mooring, have the mooring line cleaned on a regular basis and every two
years have the mooring inspected and maintained as necessary. It should
follow that the mooring consent holder has exclusive possession of the
mooring. However, it seems there is some doubt, at law, as to if a mooring
consent holder can stop another person from using the mooring. If correct,
this seems bizarre. Accordingly, the Association submits that the exclusive
rights of a mooring consent holder need to be set down in the RPS/RM Plans
and recorded in each consent.

12



6.
6.1

Summary of Submission

We set out below in brief the main points of the Association’s submission:

The response from members was overwhelmingly negative to the proposed
introduction of occupation charges for moorings, jetties and boat sheds;

The proposal goes against past assurances from Council to members that
there would be no occupation charges and should be rejected on this basis
alone;

Jetties should not incur an additional charge given their semi-public status
and importance for transport in the Sounds;

The Association supports the need for Council to initiate various scientific
projects in order to better understand the negative impacts of marine farming
in the Sounds but believes the bulk of this work should be funded by the
marine farm industry (70%) with the balance by the community (ratepayers);

The Association submits that the marine farm component should be based
upon the tonnage production from individual marine farms;

The Association submits that the area based approach taken to set
occupation charges is demonstrably weighted in favour of marine farms as
opposed to consent holders of moorings, jetties and boat sheds;

In essence if occupation charges for moorings, jetties and boat sheds is to
proceed, then the cost needs to be halved e.g. a mooring fee of $30 is more
appropriate. Alternatively the annual charging fee proposal for marine farms
needs to be doubled;

The Association submits that the 1999 exercise in calculating net private
benefit is fundamentally flawed and defies logic by allocating a greater net
private benefit to a mooring consent holder as opposed to a commercial profit
driven marine farm operation;

The Association submits that the Council should adopt the principle that the
revenue collected from occupation charges should only be expended on
defined projects and not diverted into general Council administrative and
planning costs;

Any anomaly as to the rights of a mooring consent holder in terms of
exclusive possession should be addressed with express wording in the review
of the RPS/RM Plan. Mooring consents should also contain express wording
as to the exclusive rights of a mooring consent holder.

13



The Association would be happy to meet with the Council to talk through this
submission.

Yours fa_ithfully

b WL

Ross Withell

President

Kenepuru and Central Sounds Residents’
Association ¢/- 2725 Kenepuru Road RD 2,
Picton 7282

Email: withell@clear.net.nz

Schedule 1

Copy of the Discussion Note circulated to members


mailto:withell@clear.net.nz

Proposed Marine Occupancy Charges — Background Comment

Dear Members

Introduction

In my last Chatline, | noted that the Marlborough District Council (Council) is
reviewing its suite of planning documents. As part of that process, the Council has
released a discussion paper and associated background information as to why it
proposes to introduce Occupancy Charges for the private use of the coastal marine
area by the likes of marine farmers, jetty/boat shed owners and private boat moorings.
The Council has requested submissions on its proposal and charging regime.

On behalf of the Association, the Committee intends to make a submission. We
would like to highlight the proposal and seek feedback from you. We also encourage
you to consider making your own submission — the more the merrier!

Why Now?

Under the existing plans, the Council has the ability to introduce coastal Occupancy
Charges. For various reasons the Council has held off. However, it seems any legal
uncertainties have been resolved and with the assistance of consultants Council has
finalised its proposed methodology, pricing regime, who will be caught and who will
be exempt. The current planning review is thus seen as a suitable time to put the
proposal before the community.

Who Will Be Affected?

Persons holding a permit/licence to occupy a specified part of the coastal marine area
for a private mooring, boat shed, jetty or marine farm. There will be a range of
exemptions for the likes of the Waikawa marina and public jetties. Community
groups operating a jetty not already listed as exempt should seek a specific
exemption.

Annual Charges

A range of annual charges has been proposed. For a mooring $55, for a large jetty
(greater than 84 sq metres) $200, for a small boat shed $250, for a large mussel farm
(up to 16 hectares) $1200. Charges have been essentially set on an area basis. Thus
for a mooring a swing radius of 28 metres was used. Charges may be reviewed
annually.

15



What Will Be Done With the Money?

In a nutshell, the money collected will be used to promote the sustainable
management of the coastal marine area (the seaward side of the shoreline). This could
include various monitoring schemes, related research, education and the costs of the
Council undertaking formal RMA and strategic planning.

Is This Work Necessary?

The King Salmon inquiry process highlighted the disturbing lack of knowledge and
science around the most basic hydrological aspects of the Sounds environment. To
fill this gap the Council has commissioned NIWA to research and prepare a
hydrodynamic model of the Sounds. In a recent resource consent application for a
new mussel farm the Association and other submitters pointed to the lack of scientific
data as to the adverse ecological impacts of marine farming. The Commissioner
adjudicating the case noted that “The opinions of all the ecologists in this case,
together with the concerns felt by all the submitting organisations is a wake-up call
(if any is needed) about the need for wide scale coordinated monitoring [of] the
effects of marine farming in the Sounds”.

Do We Agree?

Clearly, the Council is well behind in this area and it will take time, effort and money
to catch up. Accordingly, the Committee agrees, in principle, as to the use of coastal
Occupancy Charges for the purpose of monitoring and research. However, we have
a number of issues of fairness with the proposed charging regime.

Equity Between Users?

You do not have to be a rocket scientist (although a calculator is handy) to work out
that marine farmers are getting off quite lightly compared to private moorings or jetty
permit holders. On an area basis, private moorings are being charged out at the
equivalent of $15,000 per hectare compared to marine farms at $162 per hectare. If
you were to assess it on the basis of points of anchors on the seabed, a similar
proportionate discrepancy is highlighted. This difference is due in part to the fact that
the Council’s consultants believe the net private benefit for a mooring is greater than
the net private benefit for a marine farm (mussel and other).

We suggest that the likes of mooring charges be reduced to about $30 or marine
farmers pay more. Your views?

Who Should Pay the Bigger Share?

As currently proposed, private coastal marine area permit holders will pay 75% of
the proposed budgeted expenditure and Marlborough ratepayers will pay 25%.
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We suggest this should be more like 50% each. After all, the Sounds is the jewel in
the Marlborough District crown! Your views?

Other issues

In discussion members of the Committee have challenged the use of area as the basis
for charging. Arguably a permit for a marine farm is akin to a pastoral lease. So why
not charge based on the value of the property right - the transferable right to occupy
the sea area for farming (marine)? After all the Council has a database of marine farm
values. Your views. Others have questioned an annual charge for moorings.
Wouldn’t it be less administrative cost and hassle to the Council if, say, a fee of $55
was charged every three years? You may have other comments/suggestions — lets
hear them.

What You Can Do

We recommend and urge you to read the Council’s brochure on Occupancy Charges
and the two supporting papers from the Council’s consultants (Boffa Miskel and
Executive Finesse Limited). These can be found on the Council’s website at
http://www.marlborough.govt.nz/Your-Council/RMA/Review-of-
ResourceManagement-Documents/Coastal-Occupation-Charges.aspx

Then use the Council response form to make your own submission and/or let the
Committee know what you think and why. A simple email to me or another
Committee member is fine.

Submissions close on Friday 22 August.

Yours faithfully

Ross Withell

President

Kenepuru and Central Sounds Residents’
Association c/- 2725 Kenepuru Road RD 2,
Picton 7282

Email: withell@clear.net.nz
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